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PER CURI AM

Gegg L. CGanble appeals from the district court’s
judgnment revoking his term of supervised release and inposing a
term of inprisonnment of one year and one day. On appeal, Ganble
asserts the district court erred in concluding he violated the
terms of his supervised release by using marijuana, and failed to
consider factors that would have resulted in a shorter term of
i mpri sonment upon revocati on.

This Court reviews a district court’s revocation of an
i ndi vidual’s supervised rel ease for abuse of discretion. United

States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th G r. 1992). Upon review,

we conclude that Ganble’s claimis meritless. The CGovernment’s
evidence was sufficient to establish by a preponderance of the
evi dence that Ganble violated the ternms governing his supervised
rel ease. See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3583(e)(3) (2000). Mor eover, the
district court chose the sentence i nposed because Ganbl e conti nued
to use marijuana after a prior revocation proceeding at which the
court had declined to revoke supervised release. W cannot say
that this decision anobunted to an abuse of discretion.
Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s judgnent of
revocation of Ganble’'s supervised release, and its consequent
i mposition of inprisonment. W di spense with oral argunment because

the facts and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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